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ALAMEDA POINTSSIC _

Cal/EPA

Deparono_of April IS, 1998 Pete.Wilson
ToxicSubstanc_ Governor
Control

Commanding Officer PEterM.Rooney
700Hei,zAvem_e.Engineering Field Activity, West Secretary/or
Bldg.F, Suite200 Naval Facilities Engineering Command Environmental
Berkeley, CA Promclio.
94710 Attn: Ms. Patricia McPadden, Code 612

900 Commodore Drive

San Bruno, CA 94066-2402

DRAFT OPERABLE UNIT 1 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT,
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

Dear Ms. McFadden:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control has
reviewed the Draft Operable Unit i Remedial
Investigation Report for Alameda Point. We find that
this document is inadequate for providing the results

_m_ of the field investigations and baseline risk
assessment, while the report represents a significant
body of information resulting from a great deal of hard
work on the part of its project managers and
consultants, the information has not been compiled or
presented in an accessible manner. Data should be
presented in the form of tables, graphs, maps, axtd
cross sections, with a brief narrative that is plainly
supported by the graphical presentations.

DTSC requests that the Navy submit a revised Draft
OUI RI Report which adequately addresses site
characterization (including data presentation and
analysis; nature and extent of contamination; and
contaminant fate and transport) as well as human health
and ecological risk assessment.
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Specific comments regarding the Basewide Site
Description and the Human Health Risk assessment are
enclosed. If you have any questions regarding this
letter, please contact me at (510)540-3814.

Sincerely,

Mary Rose Cassa, R.G.
Engineering Geologlst
Office of Military Facilities

enclosures

cc: Ms. Anna-Marie Cook (SFD-8-2)
Ms. Lynn Suet (SFD-8-2)

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street

_ San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Steve Edde
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

950 Mall Square, Building l, Room 245
Alameda Point, Alameda, CA 94501

Mr. Dennis Mishek

San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500
Oakland, CA 94612

Ms. Elizabeth Jo_son

Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority
950 Mall Square, Building 1
Alameda Point, Alameda, CA 94501
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%_ DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL COMMENTS
DRAFT OPERABLE UNIT 1 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT, ALAMEDA
POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

G_nera] Comment s

i. Please verify and correct all units for reported
concentrations. Poor quality control in this respect casts
doubt on all information and conclusions presented in this
report.

2. Maps depicting the extent of contamination in the vadose

zone and 9roundwater ("plume maps") must be prepared for the
revised draft RI report. Based on these maps, it may be
necessary for the Navy to revise the boundaries for the IR

sites. A "site" is defined as "the area consisting of the
aggregation of sources, the areas between sources, and areas

that may have been contaminated due to migration from
sources; site boundaries are independent of property
[cultural] boundaries" (u.s. EPA Guidance for Performing
Site Inspections Under CERCLA, 1992).

%_ 3. Please provide specific information regarding concentrations
for various contaminants. Qualitative phrases such as "low
concentrations" or lists of "detected" chemicals without

specific concentrations are useless in evaluating the nature
and extent of contamination for the remedial investigation.

4. Please include all relevant informauion about containers for

potential sources of contaminants. For example, at Site 3,

a total of five tanks is referenced, but the related map
does not differentiate between concrete and steel, and does
not indicate the order in which the tanks were taken out of
service.

5. Please address all hydrogeologic parameters for each site.
For example, the text states, "No data was avail_le to
estimate the hydraulic conductivity . beneath Site 3."
This lack of data leads to an unacceptably incomplete
remedial investigation report.

6. Please show all locations for all relevant investigation
data on maps. Separate maps may be used if data are so

abundant that display is difficult. For example,at Site 3,
eighteen observation wells were installed in 1980 or
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'%_' earlier. These well locations should be shown on maps, and
the data should be considered for inclusion in the RI.

7. Please address the presence or absence of free product at
all sites where petroleum hydrocarbons are present. If free

product is present, source removal must commence immediately

8. Inorganic chemicals in soil and groundwater must be
completely evaluated before arriving at a conclusion that
inorganic chemicals are ubiquitous and, therefore, not
considered associated with site activities. Please refer to

the DTSC guidance document, "Selecting Inorganic
Constituents as Chemicals of Potential Concern i:nRisk
Assessments at Hazardous Waste Sites and Permitted

Facilities (February, 1997)." Furthermore, the "inherent

immobility of inorganic chemicals" depends on pH to a large
extent. It is inappropriate to make this assumption without
presenting supporting information.

9. Site Maps: The basic site maps are detailed and visually
appealing. They convey a wealth of relevant cultural

information- Please consider generating simplified maps
that are better suited to display and interpretation of

specific site-related RI data. The detailed cultural map
may be used as a reference to aid interpretation of the
site-related data. Site maps must also include all data
from adjacent sites. It is unrealistic to assume that each
site stands alone, without influence from outside the

arbitrary site boundaries. Please also consider including
an index map for each site map showing its location with
respect to Alameda Point as a whole.

i0. Cross Sections: The orientation of some cross sections

(e.g., Site 3, Figure 6-Ic) does not seem to be meaninsful
for the purposes of depicting and interpreting site
hydrogeology. Ideally, cross sections should represent
down-gradient and cross-gradient orientations. Please
revise where possible.

ii. Please update site information using current EBS data. For
example, at Site 6, "During a 1988 visit, approximately 30
drums were located directly west of [Building 41]." What

has happened to these drums in the intervening ten years?
What are currentc0ndition_at the _ite?
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12. This report contains many statements to the effect that "no
information is available" about various tank removals, tank
sizes, disposition of various hazardous materials, etc.
Please develop a general statement _o explain why so much of
this information is "not available." Was there a fire in a
document archive? Were records poorly kept during a certain
period for a specific reason? Without this information, it
appears that the explanation is more likely that the
information was simply not found through lack of diligence.

13. Please provide a better inventory of all tanks, sizes, dates
removed, and relevant comments. This can be summarized in a
table.

14. Please develop a list of fuels, solvents, and other
materials (such as PD680 cleaner, for example) and their
constituents so that potential sources and releases of

specific chemicals can be evaluated.

15. Please provide representative chromatograms ("fingerprints")
for each class of TPH compounds or product for each site.
For example, at Site 12, please provide an example of TPH
(other heavy components).

16. Fence diagrams are a nice addition (e.g., Figure 6-7b), but
their construction hides some of the data. Please consider
including views of the hidden portions of fence diagrams.

17. For buildings where radioactive sources were stored or used,
the Navy must determine if closeout by the Radiological
Affairs Support Office (RASO) is required.

18. Please use the word "areal" to refer to a space or surface,
not "aerial" which pertains to the air or atmosphere.

Specific Commen_s

i. site 3: Please provide more information about the concrete
tanks that were "reportedly destroyed and buried in place."
For example, does geophysical data support this conclusion?
Was demolition debris encountered when borings were made?
were geophysical methods used to search for underground
llnes_



2. Site 3: Please provide more information about the reported
high fuel vapors in "the building located immediately north
of Site 3." Please identify the building by number and name
(if named). Please explain what method was used to rid the
building (or buildings) of "high fuel vapors." Are fuel
vapors at any concentration still present?

3. Site 3: Please evaluate the source of lead. A

concentration of 2,380 mg/kg cannot be left uninvestigated.

4. Site Ii: Please provide better information regarding
locations of fuel lines and "potential abandoned USTs."
Geophysical methods should be used to resolve these
questions.

5. Site ii: Figure g-6a has a label for "Under,round Fuel Tank
Farm" south of Building 14, yet tanks are depicted to the
west of this location, and the row of tanks appears to run
off the map. Please clearly indicate the locations of tanks
which stored fuel used in Building 14.

6. Site 14: Please include information about the sampling

_m_ conducted in early 1998 and plans for incorporating this
information into the RI report.

7. Site 15: Please state when Buildings 301 and 389 were
demolished, and what was done with the demolitio_ debris.

8. Site 15: Because a removal action has already taken place,

the post-removal action conditions should be presented here;
namely, a summary of the removal action completion report
and confirmation sampling results_ The text states, "Only
the samples collected in the area outside of the excavation

are reported " These samples should be designated with
a different symbol on Figure 6-9a.

9. Site 15: The metals concentrations in soil near the oakland
Inner Harbor cannot be attributed to naturally occurring
conditions. This contamination must be addressed further.

I0. Site 16: This site characterization must be updated with
the results of the removal action conducted in 1997. Please
show the excavation areas on the site map.

ii. Site 22: Please indicate the locations of the tanks and



associated piping on the site map.

12. Site 22; Please re-print Figure 6-11b. Much of the detail
is missing.

13_ Site 23: The introduction states, "No information was

available regarding site usage of the area," yet later
states, "The detection of TPH [and] in soil samples is
probably a result of the historical refinery operations.,,
Please correct this discrepancy.
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MEMORANDUM

Department of Pete Wilson
Toxic Subslan('e$ Governor

TO: Mary Rose Cassa, ProjectManager
Control Officeof MilitaryFac[li_Jes.Berkeley Peter M..Rooney

400PStreet, 700 Heinz, BuildingF, 2ndFloor Secr£taryfor
4th Floor Berkeley, CA 94710 Env_ronmentog

P.O, Box 806 _ _ t _'N_ Protection

Sacramento, CA FROM: James M. Polisini,Ph.D. HER_
95812-0806 StaffToxicologist

Humanand EcologicalRiskDivision(

DATE: April 6, 1998

SUBJECT: ALAMEDA POINT (NAVALAIR STATION ALAMEDA)
DRAFT OPERABLEUNIT (OU) 1 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT
[PCA 14740SITE 200004-47]

BackFIround

We have reviewedthe draft documenttitled,OU1 Remedial InvestigationReportDraft,
Alameda Point, Alameda,California,datedFebruary10, 1998. This draft RI Reportwas
preparedbyTetra Tech EM Inc.of RanchoCordova,California. This review is in
responseto yourwrittenworkrequest.

The details of the humanhealthriskassessmentare presentedinAppendixD,Volume IV
of IV. This review focuseson thatappendix.

General Comments

We disagreewithsome of the methodologyusedto assessthehumanhealthriskof these
OU1 sites. In some instancesthe methodologyuseddirectlyconflictswithprevious
discussionsbetween HERD andrepresentativesof the Navy:

1. Projectedfuture land useis usedas a guide in selecfJngthe exposurescenarios for
each site (SectionD.3.2, page5). Asa resulta futureresidentialuse scenariois not
evaluatedfor all sites. HERD recommendsthat futureresidentialuse scenariosbe
includedfor ,.allsitesat closingmilitarybases. In the eventrisk management
decisionsare based onoccupationalorrecreationalscenarios,future land use for the
sitemust be restricted.A deed restrictionorsome legaldocumentof equivalent
standingshould be placedonthosesiteswhere a futureresidentialland usescenario
is notevaluated. These sitesare Site 3 (recreationonly),Site 12 (occupational.
recreationaland constructionworker),Site 14 (occupational,recreationaland
constructionworker), Site 15 (occupational,recreational,constructionworker), Site
16 (occupational,recreational,constructionworker), Site22 (occupational,
recreational,constructionworker),and 23 (occupational.recreational,construction
worker).

2. HERD and U.S. EPA RegionIX representa_vesproposedthat samplingdata from the
Environmen_talBaselineSurvey(EBS) pro{]rambe utilizedinNAS Alamedarisk
assessments. It was our understandingthat the Navy and Navycontractorswould



Mary Rose Cassa
April 6, 1998
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evaluate the suitability of the EBS data for inclusion in NAS Alameda risk
assessments. InstallationRestoration Program (IRP) soilsamples are the only soil
samples utilizedfor the OUl human health riskassessment_The basis for excluding
the EBS data is that it is field screening data.At leasta portionof the EB8 data,
however, is Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) data.The EBS data which is CLP
data should be includedfor use in the OU1 risk assessment.

3. The soilsevaluatedinthefuture residentialuse scenariofor directcontactexposure
pathwaysare soilsfromthe surfaceto two feet belowthesurface. Soilsevaluatedin
the futureconstructionworkerscenarioare surfaceto 10 feet orsurfaceto
groundwater'wherethe depth to groundwateris lessthan 10 feet.HERD specifically
directed, andthe Navyand Navycontractorsagreed,thatdirectsoilexposure
pathwaysfor residentialuse scenarioswould incorporatecontaminantsof concern
(COCs) insoils fromthe surfaceto 10 feet or surfaceto groundwaterwhere the depth
to groundwaterwasless than10 feet-

4. U.S. EPA RegionIX PreliminaryRemediationGoals(PRGs) are used,togetherwith
frequencyof detection,to eliminatepotentialinorganicandorganicCOCs. EPA
PRGs are meantto screensitesnot COOs. ScreeninginorganicCOCs withPRGs
directlycontradictsthe PRG guidanceprovidedbyHERD in the October24, 1994
memorandum. Even if HERD were to agree thatthe EPA PRGscouldbe usedas
some measure of the probabilityof humanhealthimpactsassociatedwith a potential
COC, the degreeto whichthe PRG exceedstheconcentrationofthe potentialCOC is
critical. A potentialCOC that is presentat 0.01 of the EPA PRG certainlypresentsa
differentpotentialthreatthan a potentialCOC presentat 0.7 of the EPA PRG.
AdditionalcriteriaforevaluatingpotentialinorganicCOOs, suchas historicalsite use,
concent]'ation,mobility,persistenceand bioaccumulationare mentionedin Volume I
(Section5.1.2, page 5-4) but do notappear to be implemented.

5. Groundwaterexposurepathways,with the exceptionof exposureto emissionsof
volatile organiccompounds(VOCs) ingroundwaterintoindoorair, are presented
separately,and notincludedwith the otherresidentialuse scenarioexposure
pathways. In addition,groundwaterexposureviadirect ingestionanddermal
exposureare the onlypathwayspresentedin theseparate groundwaterevaluation.
Exposurevia inhalationof VOCs duringshowering,cookingorwashingdishesis not
included. Few homesare plumbedwitha water supplyfor showersor cooking
separate fromthe drinkingwatersupply.

6. Groundwaterconcentrationsof COCs are limitedto the last4 quartersof groundwater
data. Are the resultsof these quarterssignificantlydifferentfrom the preceding
groundwatermonitoring?Please indicatethe rationaleforselectingthe last4
quarters ofgroundwaterdata.

7. The Navy and Navycontractorsimplementedtheirinterpretationof a sectionof the
CaliforniaPublicResourcesCode, as precludingresidentialusewithin 1000 yards of
the coast,despitenotificationthat DTSC didnotagreewith thatinterpretation.This
notificationwas containedin a HERD memorandumto Tom Lanphar,Project
Manager datedJuly15, '_997. The specificcommentwas:

DTSC legalcounseldoes not agree thatthe code sectionprovidedfor
exclusionof residentialdevelopmentwithin1000yardsof thecoast (Cal. Pub.
Res. CodeSection30103, Section4.2, page21) is applicable. This section
definestlnecoastalzone andspecificallyexcludesland underthejurisdictionof
the San FranciscoBayConservationand DevelopmentCommission. Do not use
thiscriteda as a basisfor excludingtheresidentialuse scenariofor any portions
of NAS Alameda.

8. Imprecise clualitativestatementsare made recjardin9 the comparisonof site-specific
concentrationsto 'background' concentrations. This comparisonis outlinedas a 'hot
spot' comparisonof the maximum concentration followed by a statisticaltest of the



 510 8 195285 DTSCOMFtERKELEY 04/15/98 15:30 P,OIL/023

Mary Rose Cassa
April 6, 1998
Page 3

site-specificdata set againstthe 'background'data set for thosepotentialinorganic
COCs whichfail the 'hotspot'comparison(SectionD.4, page 12). The assessment
of several sitescontainsdiscussionof beingwi_in the rangeof backgroundas if this
is a thirdtype of comparison.HERD agreedto no suchqualitativecomparison.
Statementssuchas the maximumconcentrations'...were not suffidentlyhighto
cause the mean concentrationsof the siteandbackgroundto appear dissimilar'are
impossibleta interpret.If thisphraseisa referenceto the statistical comparisonit
shouldbe amendedto cleadyreferencea specificstatisticaltest.

9. Ingestionof homegrownproduceand fruitsis notconsideredfor the future residential
use scenario. What methodwould the Navyimplementto precludeplantingand
consumptionof homegrownvegetablesand fruit?

The DTSC risk manager shouldbe aware that the listingsof riskdrivers, in termsof
percentcontribution,in the summarytablesfor eachsitescenarioare the percent
contributionunder the U.S. EPA reasonablemaximumexposure(RME) scenarios, not the
DTSC RME perc__=ntcontribution.

DTSC incrementalriskand non-cancerhazardcalculationswere checkedat randomin
AppendixD. The CalEPA cancer slopefactorsfromtheOfficeof EnvironmentalHealth
Hazard Assessment(OF_HHA)were correctlyincludedinall calculationschecked. The
estimatesof incrementalrisk andnon-cancerhazardwere arithmeticallycorrect inall
calculationschecked.

Specific Comments Appendix D

1. We agree that soiland groundwaterare the mediaof concernfor OU1 becausethe
OU1 sitesare relativelysmalland surfacewater andsedimentare not contained
withinthe OU1 siteboundaries(SectionD.5.1, page 23). This shouldnot be
construedto mean that HERD does notrequireevaluationof the fishandlorshellfish
ingestionpathway for other operableunits. We havediscussedthis issueat length
with theNavy and Navycontractorsandwill requirethat this exposurepathwaybe
evaluated.

2. The RI Reportcorrectlystates that DTSC generallyrequiresa residentialuse
scenariobe evaluated(Section D.5,1, page24). Thereare nevertheless,sites in
OU1 forwhich a future residentialusescenariois notevaluated.HERD recommends
that futureresidentialuse scenariosbe includedfor allsitesat closingmilitarybases.
In the eventriskmanagementdecisionsare basedonoccupationalor recreational
scenarios,future landuse for the sitemustberestricted.A deed restriction,or legal
documentof equivalentstrength,shouldbe placedonsiteswhere future residential
useis not evaluatedto prevent future residentialland useas well as some
commercialland usessuchas day care centers,whereparticularlysensitivesub-
populationsmay be exposed.

3. DTSCdoesnotsubscribeto theinterpretationof thesectionof theCaliforniaPublic
ResourceCode(Section30103)citedas precludingresidentiallandusewithin1000
yardsof thecoast(SectionD.5.1,page24). ThisDTSCpositionhasbeenpreviously
transmittedtotheNavy. HERDwillagreetotheimpositionof a deedrestriction
precludingfutureresidentialandcertaincommercialusesforthesesitesif theNavy
wishestonot:evaluatethefutureresidentialusescenario.

4. Asamplingdepthforsoilof surfaceto2 feetwasusedtosettheresidentialuse
scenarioexposurepointconcentrationforsoil(Section13.5.3,page26). Thisis in



 510 8,195285 DTSC BERKELEY 04/15/9815:31P.012/023

Mary Rose Cassa
April 6, 1998
Page 4

directcontradictionto the Navyagreementthat thesoil samplingdepth for the
residentialuse wouldbe surfaceto 10 feet orsurfaceto groundwaterwhere the depth
to groundwaterwas less than 10 feet.

5. An attenuationfactorof lx10 sfromthe LawrenceBerkeleyLaboratoryinvestigationat
NAS Alameda is used in estimatingVOC concentrationsinbuildingsfromsoilgas
(SectionD.5.4, page 28) usingthe JohnsonandEttingermodel. The Johnsonand
Ettingerpublicationspecificallystatesthatsoilparametersmay vary overthe size of a
residentiallot,resultingin inaccuraciesin predictedindoorair concentrations.

6. Intake fromhomegrownproduceand fruits is notincludedas an exposurepathway
for the futureresidentialuse scenario(FigureD.5.2-1). Pleaseexplainthe method by
which ingestionof homegrownproduceor fruitswillbe precluded.

7. The associatedtablespresentingtheincrementalcancerdskandnon-cancerhazard
for Site3 were checkedand thevaluespresentedinthetext (Section D.7.1.4, page
112) agreewith thosepresentedin the tables.

8. It cannotbe arguedthat arsenicand berylliumat Site3 are 'within the background
range' if thesetwo COOs fail the 'hotspot'comparisonandthe statisticaltest (Section
D.7.1_4,page 113). If it is the Navy'scontentionthatthe majorityof the riskandlor
hazard are due to 'background'concentrationswithonlya minimalincreasedue to
site-relatedactivities,state thiscontentionclearlyrather than relatinga qualitative
comparisonof the range of concentrations.

_' 9. Soil samples'withinand aroundthe boundariesof Site 3' and groundwater samples
from Site 3 wellswere apparentlyused to characterizethe incrementalcancer risk
and non-cancerhazardfor Site 6 (SectionD.7.2.2, page 136). No rationaleis
providedfor ,usingSite 3 data to characterizeSite 6. We do not agree that this is an
adequate riskcharacterizationof Site 6.

10. The discussionof Site 6 site-specificcomparisonswith 'background'is extremely
difficultto follow(Secl_onD.7.2.2, page 137). It doesnot appearfrom thetext that the
appropriatestatisticaltestwas appliedto comparetheSite 6 data set to the
applicable'background'data seL Rather. itappearsthat a simplecomparisonof the
mean and the 95 percent upperconfidencelimit(95UCL) of the meanwas made to
the mean and 95UCL of the 'background'data set.This is not the methodology
agreedto with the Navy noris it the methodologypresented(FigureD.4-2). The
'background'compadsonfor inorganicCOCs shouldbe performedas agreed upon.
In addition,pleaseamend the text, where applicable,to place the 'hot spot'
comparisonand the subsequentstatisticaltest in the orderinwhichthey are actually
performed. Comparisonwith a singlemeffic suchas the 95UCL is not a statistical
tesL

11. Incrementalcancer riskand non-cancerhazard associatedwithexposureto
groundwaterin a residentialsettingare separatedfromexposureto soils(Section
D.7.2.4, page 140). There appearsto be no reasonto separatethesetwo exposure
media,exceptthe doubt regardinguse of groundwaterfordomesticpurposes. If
groundwateris not a mediumof exposure,exceptfor emissionsof VOCs from
contaminat_lgroundwater,this evaluationshouldbe removedfrom the risk
assessment.
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12. The incremel_talcancerriskand non-cancerhazardvalues forSite 6 presentedinthe
text (SectionD.7.2.4, page 139and 140)werecheckedagainstthe appropriatetables
and foundto agree.

13. The word two is misspelledas 'tow' inthediscussionof Site 7 (SectionD.7.3.2, page
217, 7thlineof text). Thewordwere is misspelledas "ere'inthe last lineof thesame
page. Please correctthesetypographicerrors.

14. The discussionof inorganicCOCsat Site 7 is,again,confusing(SectionD.7.3.1,
page 217). There appearstohave beennostatisticaltestof Site 7 concentralJons
against'background'concentrations.Qualitativecomparisonsof the meanapparently
indicatedthat the mean forSite7 soilswas 'similar'tothe mean of backgroundsoils.
This is not the methodologyagreedto withtheNavy noris it themethodology
presented(Figure D,4-2). The statisticalcomparisonto "background'for inorganic
COCs shouldbe performedas agreedupon.

15. Incrementalcancer riskand non-cancerhazardassociatedwithexposureto
groundwaterin a Site 7 residentialsettingare separatedfromexposureto soils
(Section D.7.3.3, page 218). Pleaseseespecificcommentnumber11 above.

16. The San FranciscoRegionalWaterQualityControlBoard(SFRWQCB) 'ambient'
sedimentconcentrations,currentlybeingpreparedfor release,containtwovaluesfor
some analytesdependingonthe grainsize of thesediment. To which 'ambient'
sedimentvalue are the arsenicandchromiumconcentrationsat Site 7 comparable
(Section D.7.3.4, page 220)?

17. Incrementalcancer riskand non-cancerhazardvaluespresentedin the textor Site 7
(Section D.7_3.4,page 219 and220) agreewith those in the associatedtables.

18. The discussionof Site 8 soilCOCs is confusing(SectionD.7.4.2, page 341). There is
a discussionof statisticaltestsof means,thena 'hotspot'analysisfollowedbya
discussionof 'rangesof background'withSite 8 cadmiumand silverconcenl_ations
only'slightlyoutside'the backgroundconcentrationrange. Maximumconcentrations
of antimony,copper, manganeseandzinc apparentlyexceed the backgroundrange,
but are eliminatedas COCs becausethemeanswere similarto backgroundmeans
and thedifferencein maximumconcentrationsis 'likely'due to soilcomposition
variation.This;is not the methodologyagreedto withthe Navy nor is it the
methodologypresented(FigureD.4-2). The statisticalcomparisonto 'background'for
inorganicCOCs shouldbe performedas agreedupon.

19. EighteenpotentialCOCs are listedas thefinalCOCs for Site 8 (SectionD.7.4.2, page
341). The followingsentencestatesthat 'Theotherchemicalsdetectedin surface
soilswere retainedas COCs. Perhapsthis is a typographicerrorand the sentence
shouldread 'not retained'.

20. Incrementalcancer riskand non-cancerhazardvaluespresentedin the textorSite 8
(SectionD.7.4.4, page 343 and344) agreewith those in the associatedtables.

21. Incrementalcancer riskand non-cancerhazardassociatedwithexposureto
groundwaterin a Site 8 residentialscenarioare separatedfromexposureto soils
(SectionD.7.4.3, page 345). Pleasesee specificcommentnumber11 above.
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22. Maximum Site 9 soil concentrations of chromium and lead exceeded the background
upper limitconcentration,but chromium and leadwere excluded based on a
'similarity'of mean values (Section D.7.5.2, page 432 and 433). The statistical
comparison to 'background' for inorganic COCs should be performedas agreed upon
to evaluate these two Site 9 potential COCs.

23. It cannot be argued that berylliumat Site 9 is 'actually presentat background
concentrations' if this COC fails the 'hot spot' comparisonand the statistical test
(Section D.7.5.4, page 434 and 435). If it is the Navy's contentionthat the majority of
the risk and/or hazard are due to 'background' concentrationswith onlya minimal
increase due to site-related activities, state this contentionclearly rather than relating
a qualitative comparisonof the range of concentrations.

24. Incremental cancer dsk and non-cancerhazard values presented in the text or Site 9
(Section D.7.5.4, page434 and 435) agree with those in the associatedtables.

25. Incremental cancer risk and non-cancer hazard associatedwith exposure to
groundwater in a Site 9 residential scenario are separatedfrom exposure to soils
(Section D.7.5.4, page 435). Please see specificcomment number11 above.

26. It is impossibleto evaluatewhether statistical testswere applied to compare Site 22
soil concentrationsto the soil 'background' data set (SectionD.7.6.2, page 489). The
concentration ranges of arsenic,barium, chromium, manganese,mercury and nickel
at Site 11 are supposedly 'within background ranges'. Does this mean one of the
statistical tests identified in the agreed-upon methodologywas employed and the null
hypothesiscouldnot be rejected? The maximumconcentrationsof lead and copper
were above the backgroundranges, but inthe 'rangeofvariabilityexpected ina
heterogeneousmedium'. Howwas the appropriaterangeofvariabilityderived for
lead and copper?The statisticalcomparisonto 'background'for inorganicCOCs
shouldbe performedas agreeduponto evaluatetheSite 11 potentialCOCs.

27. Incrementalcancerriskandnon-cancerhazardvaluespresentedin the text for Site
11 (Section D.7,6.4, page 490 and491) agreewiththosein the associatedtables.

28. The fact that multiplepotentialinorganicCOCs at Site 12 are 'nearor within'the
range of backgroundvalues(Section D.7.7,2, page 542and 543) does not appear to
followthe agroed-uponstatisticaltesting forpotentialCOCswhichfailthe 'hot spot'
test. The statisticalcomparisonto 'background'forinorganicCOOs shouldbe
performed as agreed uponto evaluate the Site 12 potentialCOCs.

29. Chromiumwas excludedas a Site 14 soilCOC basedon the fact that the 'rangesare
similar,and the maximumconcentrationof chromiumat Site 14 is onlyslightlyabove
the backgroundmaximumconcentration'(SectionD.7.8.2, page593). The statistical
comparisonto 'background'for inorganicCOCs shouldbe performedas agreed upon
to evaluate theSite 14 potentialCOCs.

30, The 'AVG' designatoris missingfrom the sentencedescribingaverageexposurerisk
and hazard for the recreationalscenarioat Site 14 (SectionD.7.8.4, page 596),

31. Incrementalcancer riskandnon-cancerhazardvaluespresentedin the text for Site
14 (SectionD.7.8,4, page 595 and 596) agreewiththoseintheassociatedtables.
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32. Site 14 is mistakenlyreferenced inthediscussionof Site 15 COOs (SectionD.7.9.2,
page 675, line6). Please correctthistypographicerror.

33. The maximumvalues of aluminum,arsenic,cadmium,mercuryand vanadiumat Site
15 are above the 80LCL/95 backgroundconcenlrations.All are excludedas Site 15
COOs basedon the statementthatthe rangesare %vithinbackgroundranges'
(SectionD,7.9.2, page 6"75).The statisticalcomparisonto 'background"forinorganic
COOs shouldbe pe,.rformedas agreeduponto evaluatethe Site 15 potentialCOOs.

34. The selectionof inorganicCOOs for Site 16 (SectionD.7.10.2, page 748) again
appears to rely on qualitativecomparisonof the rangesof concentration.The
maximumconcentrationof arsenicis outsidethe'backgroundrange'but not carried
forward as a Site 16 COO basedonthe statementthat the maximumis 'not
significantlyhigh to cause themean concentrationsof the siteand backgroundto
appear dissimilar'. An appearanceofsimilarityis notsufficient The statistical
comparisonto 'background'for inorganicCOOs shouldbe performedas agreedupon
to evaluate tile Site 16 potentialCOCs.

35. Silver is not carried forwardas a Site 16 soilCOC (SectionD.7.10.2, page 748)
based on a 'low' frequencyof detection.Silverwas detectedin soil in 5 of 98
samples_This frequencyof detectionin notless than5 percentas proposedin the
COO screeniingmethodology.Site 16was usedas a scrapyard. It wouldseem
reasonabletl_atsilverbatteriesmay havebe storedor disposedof at a militaryscrap
yard. Silver shouldbe retainedas a Site 16soilCOO.

36. Incrementalcancer riskand non-cancerhazardvalues presentedin the text forSite
16 (SectionD.7.10.4, page 749 and 750) agreewiththose in the associatedtables.

37. The screeningof inorganicCOOs for Site22 excludesarsenic,cobaltandcadmiumin
soil (Section D.7.11.2. page 809) basedon thestatementthatthe maximawere
outsidethe backgroundrange,but notsignificantlyhighto causethe mean
concentrationsto appeardissimilar.The statisticalcomparisonto 'background'for
inorganicCOOs shouldbe performedas agreeduponto evaluatethe Site22 potential
COOs.

38. U.S. EPA RegionIX PRGs are usedto screenorganicsoilcontaminantsand
inorganicand organicgroundwatercontaminantsfromfurtherconsiderationat Site 22
(SectionD.7,11.2, page 810). This is an inappropriateuseof PRGs whichlowersthe
risk or hazard associatedwiththesemedia. Pleasesee general commentnumber
three above. These potentialCOOs shouldbe retainedin the Site 22 risk
assessment.

39. The fact that berylliumis elevatedaboveSite22 soilbackgroundby only 1 mg/kgat
most(Section D.7.'11.5,page813) istrue. However,the maximumis 2.5 timesthe
upper limitsoilbackgroundvalue(Table D.7.11-4)and the 95_UCL is 1.44 times the
upper limitsoilbackgroundvalue (Table D.7.11-1). The U.S. EPA RegionIX
industrialsoil PRG for berylliumis 1.1 mg/kg.

40. Site 23 inorganicpotentialCOOswere eliminatedfromsurfacesoilsbasedon
background'ranges',subsurfacesoil potentialCOCs were eliminatedbasedon U.S.
EPA RegionIX PRGs, and groundwaterpotentialCOOs were retainedonlyif above
U.S. EPA RegionIX PRGs (SectionF.7.12.2, pages889 and 890). We do not agree
with this methodology.
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41. Incremental cancer risk and non-cancer hazard values presented in the text for Site
23 (Section n.7.12.4, pages 891 and 892) agree with those in the associated tables.
The section heading for this section is listed as 6.7.12.4. Pleasecorrect this
typographic error.

42. The assessment of t_e hazard associated with soil and groundwater lead indicates
that Site 22 may require a localized removal for the soil lead concentration of 9890
mg/kg (Sectk)n D.7.13, page 937).

43. The DTSC risk manager should independenUydecidewhether OU1 sites with soil
lead concentrations in excess of 130 mg/kg, but less than 400 mg/kg are candidates
for no further action. These sites are SiLe7, Site 16,Site 22 and Site 23 (Section
D.7.13, page 937).

44. We do not agree that the probability locationsat NAS Alameda close to the shoreline
would becomeresidentialhousingis quitesmall(SectionD.B,page 945). This is an
incorrectinterpretationof the CaliforniaPublicResourcesCodeand shouldbe
removedfromthisdocurnenL Please see generalcommentnumber6 above.

45. We agree thatwhen a probabilisticriskassessmentis conductedit is importantto
considerthe rangeof riskvalues (SectionD.8, page947). When point estimatesof
riskare produced,however,EPA guidancecallsforall remedialdecisionsto be
based on the RME scenado.

Specific Comments Volume I

46. HERD has cautionedthe Navy repeatedlythatthe 'ambient'polycyclicaromatic
hydrocarbon(PAH) concentrationsforsedimentinSan FranciscoBay containedin
the San FranciscoRegionalWater QualityControlBoardorderfor the Shearwater
site are draft valuesfor San FranciscoBay sediments.The San FranciscoBay
'ambient' documentis scheduledfor imminentrelease. The San FranciscoBay
'ambient'vahJescontainedin thatdocumentare significantlylowerthan the 5.13
mg/kg total PAHvalue citedin the RI Report (Secdon2.6.1, page 2-24). In fact, the
PAH 'ambient'valuefor high molecularweight,lowmolecularweightand total PAHs
for sediments less than 40 percentfines is lessthan 1 mg/kg. These lower 'ambient'
PAH values seriouslyunderminethe Navy contentionthatPAH concentrationsat
NAS Alameda lessthan 5 mglkg are representativeof backgrounddue to the
placementof San FranciscoBay sedimentstoconstructNASAlameda.

47. While ATSDR may havedocumented'generalbackground'PAH concentrationsfor
urban soilsmaybe 'as high as' 62 mglkgfor heavyweightPAHs and 166 mg/kg for
lightweightPAHs(Section2.6.1, page 2-24) these valuesare mostprobablyfrom
areas outsideCaliforniawhere coal-firedpowerplantsand domesticheating oil
emissionselevate the PAH concentrationin soil. In any event, itwouldbe difficultfor
the Navy to arguethatelevated soilPAH concentrationsat NAS Alameda couldnot
be significantlydue to Navy activitiessuchas operationof air planeengines,
operationof maintenancevehicles and powergeneration. HERD does notagree that
these ATSDR soilPAH valuesare applicableto NAS Alameda.

48. The SFRWQCB totaldissolvedsolids(-I-DS)limitfor sourcesof domesticwater is
_, 3000 mg/I, not 500 mg/Ias cited (Section 2.7,1.2, page 2-28). This citation of 500

mg/I TDS isconfusingas a 3000 mg/ITDS (imitappearsto be employedtwo pages
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later (Section2.7.2, page 2-30). Groundwaterwhichwas excludedfrom assessment
in the futureresidentialusescenariodueto theerroneous500 rng/Ivalue forTDS
mustbe reevaluated.

49. It is incorrectto state that U.S. EPA regionalpolicypositionswere incorporatedinthe
humanhealthriskassessment(Section5.1.1, page5-2)° I personallyattendedNAS
Alameda meetingswhere thedirectionprovidedbythe U.S. EPA Region IX
toxicologistwas not taken.

50. Itwas our understandingthatthe Navywouldevaluatethe suitabilityof the EBS data
for inclusioninthe riskassessmentsat NAS Alameda. The EBS data is not included
basedon the statementthat it isfieldor screeningleveldata (Section5.1.2, page 5-
3). This criterionseems inappropriategiventhe Navyadmitsthat 'ingeneral'data
includedin the riskassessmentwere collectedandanalyzed in accordancewith CLP
procedures. Some of the EBS datawas also CLPqualitydata andshouldbe
includedin the riskassessmentsat NAS Alameda.

51. The 5 percent criterionfor eliminationof potentialCOCs (Section5.1.2, page 5-4) in
Risk AssessmentGuidancefor Super/Lind(RAGS) is providedas an example of the
use of frequencyof ,detectionwhen the numberof contaminantsis un_vieldy.The
number of contaminantsat OU1 sitesdoesnot appearunwieldy. Frequencyof
detectionshouldnot:be used to reducethe numberof potentialCOCs for the OU1
risk assessment

52. The humanhealth riskRME riskvalues presentedinVolumeI werecomparedwith
the riskvaluespresentedin AppendixD. Allwere inagreementexcept the
occupationalRME risk underEPA assumptionsfor Site 23 (Section6.12.7.1, page 6-
141). The RME occupationalriskunderEPA assumptionsinVolume I is listedas
1.6E-06, whileAppendixD (SectionD.7.12.4, page 891 andTable D.7.12-20) list
6.0E--06. Ple;asecorrect the textinVolume I.

Conclusions

We havesomeseriousdisagreementswiththe methodologyas employed. If the statisticaltests
of siteconcentrationto backgroundconcentrationwere notperformed,as thetext of AppendixD
seemsto indicate,the methodologydevelopedfor selectionof inorganicCOCswas not followed.
The residentialsoilexposure pointconcentrationwas calculatedindirectcontradictionto
guidancefrom HERD thallthe soildepth shouldbe surfaceto 10 feet or surfaceto groundwater
where the depthto groundwateris less than10 feet_ U.S. EPA PRGs are meantto screensites
not potentialCOCs. Ingestiono[ homegrownproduceand fruit is not evaluatedeven thoughno
method is describedto precludeingestionof homegrownproduceand fruit. Residentiallanduse
is deemedunlikelybased on an incorrectinterpretationof a sectionof the CaliforniaPublic
ResourcesCode whichdescribesthe zone ofjurisdictionfor the CaliforniaCoastalCommission.
CLP qualityEBS data, whichwould helpin thesite characterization,is not includedinthe risk
assessment. In short,we.have no way of determininghowtheestimatesof riskand hazard
containedin thisdocumentdiffer fromthosewhichwouldbe derivedhadnot these differencesin
methodologybeen implemented.

We recommendthat no _sk managementdecisionsbe made usingthe estimates of riskand
hazardcontainedin thisRI Report. We furtherrecommendthatthe reportbe revised inlinewith
HERD commentsin a seconddraftnota draft finaldocument. An item by item responsetothese

'_ comments,withoutsubstantialchangesin the riskcalculations,willnot be useful.
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Given the removal action underwayal_Site 16 itdoes notseem usefultoamend theSite 16 risk
assessment untilthe removalactioni_ completed.

Reviewed by: Michae.lJ.Wade, Ph.,O.,DABT '_"_/'
SeniorToxicologisLHERD

cc: Michael J. Wade, Ph.D., DABii',SeniorToxicologist,OMF Liaison,HERD
Chuck Salocks, Ph.D.,,DABT,_StaffToxio01ogist,HERD

w

Ms. SophiaSerda, Ph.D.
U.S. EPA Region IX
SuperfundTechnicalAssistance Section(SFD-8-B)
75 HawthorneStreet
San Francisco,CA 94106

(818) 551-2853 Voice
18) 551-2841 Facsimile

_;_jlmpVisldmasa\ouI dri.doc\



'_ INTRODUCTION

The HeadquartersGeolosi@:Services Unit (GSU)of the Department
of Toxic SubstamcesContrDl (DTSC)was requestedto review
Chapter 2 of the Draft Remedial Investigation(RI)Report for
Operable Unit (0U) i at the Alameda Naval Air Station_

GENERAL COMMENTS

Although this segment of the RI Report appears comprehensive, it
presents several major technical inconsistencies.

First, the draft Report d_sagrees with several published geologic
reports including United States Geological Survey (USGS)
Miscellaneous Geologic I_yest_ation Map 1-239, 1957, by D. H.
Radbruch; and Califorru[aDepartment of Water Resources (DWR)
Phase 1 Water Well Su_zey for the Proposed Oakland Inner Harbor
Deepening Project, 1982, by G. Hewmarch.

Second, the lithologlc u_its delineated in cross sections figures
2-3a through 2-5i: "Fill," "Bay Sediments," "Merritt Sand,"
"Upper San Antonio," m_d !"LowerSan Antonio" show no consistent
basis for correlation in _ither the shown graphic loft
representations or within the text. Whether the units were
delineated based on market beds, fossil fauna or flora,
radiometric dating, or o_her stratigraphic technique remains

%;
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unknown. Based on the data given in the logs several different
possible cross sections hould be drawn. No data are provided in
the Report to preclude w_de-spread continuous sand strings
connecting upper from lower water-bearing units at Alameda
Island. In general, sand layers appear to connect both
horizontally and vertically as expected in marine transgression
and regression sequences'.

DETAILED COMMENT'S

1) Page 2-7 of the RI states that the Yerba Buena Mud appears
to be a thick and continuous aquitard throughout the entire
installation, and provides "...an effective hydraulic barrier
between the SWBZ and the',underlying Alameda Formation." TheII

report presents little e.videnceto support this aquitard claim., ,I

TO the contrary the .borlngsshow complex inter-fingering sand
lenses and layers across'the facility.

Recommendation: Provide supportins data including pump tests
to substantiate the claim that the Yerba Buena Mud is an
effective barrier to vertical contantinationmovement, or remove

'_' these statements from the RI.

2) On page 2-9 the RI states that the flow is predominantly in
the horizontal direction at the installation. Evidence to
support this claim is a_Dne to two foot difference in hydraulic

head between water-bearihg strata and statements that typical
con_uctivities for the silty clays are i0- cm/sec compared with
10-_ cm/sec for the sands. The report does not explain how these
"typical" values were derived. I suspect laboratory
p_rmeabilities were used in selected core samples to estimate
these values. L_oratory permeabilities are usually one to two
orders of magnitude lower than field determined permeabilities.
A one to two foot diffe_,encein hydraulic head (with resulting
differences in _round w_'tergradients)'is a small difference that
could easily reverse wi_h climate, ground water extraction, and
land use changes.

Recommendation: The RI should state how these typical
conductivities were derived. If laboratory permeabilities were
used this claim should _e dropped. The differences in hydraulic
head and gradient between water-bearing units should be
reevaluated given changes in ground water pumping, land use, and
climate. The report sh6uld note that predominate ground water
flowdoesnot nece_ariiy precludecontaminatemiHra_ion. Any

2
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aqultards" at best given even a i0 -S,,aquitards" are "leaky '' "
cm/sec (silt) permeabil±_y. DWR in 1982 reported that shallow
ground water was often _ed during the 1976-77 drought for• . . • i

landscape irrlgatlon on _lameda Island. In 1982 chloride
concentratiohs in the sh_llow ground water ranged from G-39 ppm,
making this water suitable for all irrigation uses. Given
historic uses of shallow 9round water during drought periods on
Alameda Island the Repo:r_ should reevaluate contaminant fate and

_ transport under var±ous scenarios. ........

3) Pages 2-22 and 2-23 refer to Title 22, Chapter 15 water
quality requirements. The report may have intended to refer to
Title 23 requirements which are the water board regulations.

Recommendation: The report author should check the intendedJ ,
reference a_d make corrections if necessary.

4) Despite the claims _ade in sections 2.7.3.1 et seq.,
historically shallow ground water has provided Alameda Island

_ residents with usable irrigation water during times of drought as
indicated by DWR in 1982 _ Although recent Alameda County well
construction standards prohibit use of the shallow ground water,
this regulation does not apply to already existing wells of which
there are several on the island. The owners of these wells can,
anytime at their discret'ion, decide to pump shallow ground water
for whatever reason. All of the arguments made in the RI fori .

"safe yields, " what constltutes "beneficial use, " and "marginali

water quality" are moot if a well owner starts to pump. The RI
should address worst case scenario conditions of people exposed

I ,

tO contamination, from appllcatlon of irrigation or industrial
water from these shallow wells. The only other option would be
for the Navy to persuade the well owners to properly decomffuission
their shallow wells preventing possible human exposure to the
shallow ground water.

Recommendation: The kl should address human and environmentalI
exposure to the shallow 9round water or recommend that the
existing shallow wells oh Alameda Island be decommissioned.

5) On page 2-4.3the RI'states that, "There is no connection
between the Merritt Sand and the Alameda Formation." Radbruch,
however, in his 1957 USGS Map cross section (Map 1-239) shows the
Merritt Sand in direct contact with the Alameda Formation. The
complex "maze" of sand l_yers and lenses that are clearly

3
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displayed on the many cross sections in the RI make the
possibility " 'Qf _nOconne¢,tlonor possible contaminant pathway
between the Merritt Sandland the Alameda Formation appear remote.
More concrete data is n_ded (such as pump tests) to support such
a claim.

Reeomm@ndation: The RI should either provide more concrete
data, such as pump test results, to substantiate the claim of no

...... connection.between the Merr!tt Sand and the Alameda Formatipn or
remove this statement from the report.

6) On Figure 2-2 of the RI the location of a former
paleochannel is depicted across Alameda Island. RI cross section
Figure 2-3c, however, shows the center of the former paleochannel
about i000 feet to the north of the location indicated in Figure
2-2. (Note: Only cross !_ection Figure 2-3c was checked. All of
the cross sections should agree with the paleochannel location
map.) Radbruch (1957 as.mentioned above) shows a paleochannel
about 6000 feet to the 4ast from the end of the paleochannel
shown on Figure 2-2.

Recommendation: The :RIshould be corrected for the actual
paleocharanel location on Figure 2-2 and should reconcile with the
data shown by Radbruch.

7) As discussed in the general comments above there is no
apparent litholo!_icbas_s for the formations shown on all of the
cross sections. Lithologic units are often divided within the
same sand bed. Many of the units such as the Merritt Sand appear
to be more continuous across the island than shown in the RI
figures. Radbruch (3.957cross section) delineated a more
continuous Merritt Sand _n the subsurface across Alameda Island
than shown in the RI cross sections.

Recommendation: Either the rational for delineatins
lithologic units should be provided or the RI cross sections
should be re-dra_m to re_lect changes in sediments_ If some
other than a sediment basis was used to delineate the formations
then the usefulness of labelins one unit a "water bearing zone"
and another an "aquitard" comes into question. The RI should
reconsider possible contaminant fate and transport based on
actual sediments encount@red and not unit names.

4
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CONCLUSIONS

The Navy should rethink,the strategy of i_norin9 organic and
metal contamination foun'din the upper water bearing zone near
the Alameda Nav£LlAir Station. The ultimate possible fate and
transport of waters that exceed health and environmental safety
standardsshouldbe used to calculate a worst case :risk
assessment exposure_

Please do not hesitate to telephone me at (916) 323-3378 mf you
should have any questions.

5
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_V' October 16, 2000

Mr. Lou Ocampo, PE
Remedial Project Manager
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
BRAC Operations, Southwest Division
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100
San Diego, California 92132-5190

Subject: Various Correspondence from Regulatory Agencies for inclusion into the
Administrative Record for the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland
Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex, or Alameda Point, Alameda, California CLEAN
Contract No. N6247,1-94-D-7609,Contract Task Order No. 271

Dear Mr. Ocampo:

Per your request enclosed is one copy of the following correspondence for your files:

• Draft Operable Unit (OU)-1 Remedial Investigation (RI) comments from United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), dated April 10, 1998.

• Draft OU-1 RI comments fi'om Departmentof Toxic Substance Control (DTSC), dated April 15, 1998.
• Revised Draft OU-1 RI comments from DTSC, dated November 3, 1998.
• Revised Draft OU-1 R! comments from EPA, dated November 6, 1998.

_w" • EPA Review of Drat_Final Marsh Crust Feasibility Study for Alameda Annex and AlamedaNaval Air
Station dated February 7, 2000.

• DTSC comments on Draft Final Feasibility Study for the Marsh Crust and Groundwater at the Fleet and
Industrial Supply Center, Oakland Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex and for the Marsh Crust and Former
Subtidal Area at Alameda Point dated February 7, 2000.

• EPA comments on the Action Memorandum for Marsh Crust Time-Critical Removal Actions at East

Housing Area dated March 14, 2000.
• EPA Review of Public Draft Record of Decision/Remedial Action Plan for Marsh Crust and Groundwater

at Alameda Annex and Marsh Crust and Former Subtidal Area at Alameda Point dated July 19, 2000.

Six ,copiesof each correspondence have been forwarded to Ms. Dianne Silva for inclusion into the administrative
record files at Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex or Alameda Point.

If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 853-4512.

Sincerely,

,/
M_u:kR. Reisig
Project Manager

Enclosure

_, cc: Ms. Diane Silva, Navy Information Repository (3 copies of each)
File

TC.0271.10613
_ con'cainsrecycled fiber and is recyclable
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